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This study aims to develop an instrument that could be used to measure democratic teacher behavior
in a valid and reliable manner. The research was carried out in fall semester 2014 to 2015 with a total of
500 high school students recruited from four different schools. Expert opinions were obtained to
determine the scale’s content validity and face validity. Additionally, exploratory factor analysis and
confirmatory factor analysis were performed to assess the construct validity of the scale’s measures.
Confirmatory factor analysis yielded a construct that is consisted of 17 items and three factors that
explained 46,85% of the total variance. These factors were: participation, curriculum and Relations.
Findings obtained from confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated that the construct with 17 items and
three factors had adequate fit indexes. The reliability of the measures obtained using the three
subscales were examined via crombach alpha, which produced reliability coefficients that fell within
acceptable limits. Based on the research results, it can be stated that the scale is an instrument that
produces valid and reliable measures, and that can be used to determine democratic behavior of
teachers. Suggestions for future scale development efforts on democratic teacher behavior are
outlined.
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INTRODUCTION

Given the recent social, political and technological
improvements in the world, geographical borders have
almost lost their importance. Hence, people can change
their location easily, communicate with other people
across the globe as well as share the distinct culture
globally in pluralistic societies, which make democratic
education even more significant.

To date, the notion of democracy and democratic
education have been documented as universally crucial
factors encompassing the values such as freedom,

equality, justice, respect, tolerance, reconciliation, and
becoming rational (Dogan, 2005; Morrison, 2008; Subba,
2014; Tannebaum, 2015). Dobozy (2007) defines
democratic education as a medium where students are
treated equally regardless of their social background.
This medium is based on the notion that people are eqaul
in terms of value and that they should be treated equally
by law and justice. In this regard, equality in education is
not only to provide people to attend schools with the equal
chance but to provide them with equal opportunity; to
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enable them to improve their skills and to contribute to
their accomplishments with the allowance of equal
chance. Furthermore, Morrision (2009) emphasizes that
democratic education can be provided by inner-class
practices in the micro level, and by the practices in the
school in the macro level. Similarly, Ritter (2010) remarks
that teaching others how to teach democratic citizenship
represents a process as teachers are the ultimate
instruments of change.

Researchers in this field dealt with the aim of
democratic education from a range of perspectives. They
classify the aim in two main categories: the one that
serves individual development and the one that serves
social development. In this sense, the aims such as
developing personal responsibility (Beane, 2005; Parker,
2003), developing the abilitiy to solve problems (Barber,
1998; Goodlad, 2002), developing critical thinking,
developing self respect and self control (Knight, 2001,
Mac Math, 2008) fall in the first category. On the other
hand, the latter category includes the aims such as
developing social responsibility, developing the habit of
working together (Vinterek, 2010), the participation in
decision making, questioning, developing emphathy
(Aktan and Vural, 2003; Karakutik, 2001), respecting
others’ opinions, religious belief and gender or spouse
preferences (Kubow and Kinney, 2000; Lappé, 2006;
White et al., 2007).

Democratic medium in a class is an important aspect
affecting human behavior. The medium in a classroom
does not only provide the student accomplishment but
also enables students to improve their democratic
attitude toward others. The teachers who create a fair,
tolerant and flexible classroom setting and utilize the
instructional variables such as feedback, correction,
reinforce and clue effectively can perform the sort of
positive class setting. In such a setting, students can
perform the tasks given at a desired level and they can
carry on focusing on the subject matter throughout the
course (Trent et al., 2010). In this vein, democratic
medium and the visions of democratic teacher have
interacting roles in students’ conceptions of democratic
behavior. Yesil (2003) highlights seven significance in
democratic education as follows:

. Physical dimension

. Knowledge dimension

. Decision dimension

. Freedom of expression dimension

. Freedom of participation dimension
. Social relations dimension

. Responsibility dimension

~NOoO o, WNBE

Yesil (2003) explains each component in detail and he
points out that “physical” component refers to the medium
of education that enables students to improve their skills.
“Knowledge” component refers to the preconception of
students’ rights, freedom, their responsibility as well as
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the outcome of their performances. As the third
component, “decision” means the precence of the rules to
follow in a classroom practice and the acceptance of the
underlined rules by the whole students. The researcher
divides freedom into two as freedom of expression and
freedom of participation. While “freedom of expression”
means that students should be able to express
themselves based on the norms accepted by human
rights, “freedom of participation” means students’ active
participation throughout the classroom practice in the
process of decision making. Occupying the sixth
dimension “social relations” is the dimension through
which the importance of values such as respect to human
rights, justice, co operation, responsibility in teacher-
student as well as student to student relations is
emphasized it is also underlined that interaction in a
democratic education medium should be pursued within
the framework of democratic rules. “Responsibility”, the
seventh dimension, refers to the responsibilities inherent
in freedom and also the balance of freedom and
discipline. When we consider all the dimensions outlined
above, it is obvious that the responsibility to foster
democratic behavior falls upon educators.

Reseachers have advanced our understanding about
democratic education by classifying a democratic
classroom setting into four main components being
realized in education programs. The first component,
“participation”, refers to take part in decision making on
the issues related to them in a society (Dewey,
1970/2010a; Gutmann, 1999; Kubow and Kiney, 2000;
Print et al., 2002; Rainer and Guyton, 1999; Riley, 2011).
The second component, “curriculum”, covers the
participation of the students into the classroom rules and
predetermined decisions given in a class. Students reflect
their opinions both in evaluating and determining the aim
of the course, selecting the content, method, technique to
be focused (Arabaci, 2005; Girgin and Gulrsimsek, 2004;
Morrison, 2009; Print et al., 2002; Riley, 2011). The third
component is “relationships” (Arabaci, 2005; Gimbert,
2002; Kubow and Kinney, 2000; Mac Math, 2008). The
fourth component, “teacher”, refers to the person who
undertakes the crucial responsibility in acquiring
democratic behavior in a class setting (Print et al., 2002;
Mac Math, 2008; Riley, 2011).

The key responsibility for creating a democratic
education environment at classroom level -certainly
belongs to teachers. Democracy should be an integral
part of teachers’ instruction in a classroom setting.
Hence, they should act in line with a democratic ideology,
and constitute a role model to the students through their
model role of democratic behavior (Subba, 2014). A
democratically minded teacher should give equal chance
to students in determining the rules in a class. In other
words, students’ equitable access in forming the shared
norms in education is of great importance (Darling-
Hammond, 2006; Hostetler, 2012). What is more, the
teachers should be able to inform and get the students
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the acquire knowledge pertaining the reasons or
contributions of behavior rather than punishing or
rewarding them. As a democratic leader, a teacher should
motivate students, getting them to participate in the
process of active learning, and they should be able to
present the variety of activities to students, getting their
opinions during the practice of teaching (Basar, 2004,
Parker, 2010).

In literature, there have been studies on developing
scales to measure teachers’ democratic behavior. For
example, Shechtman (2002) developed a scale
“Teachers’ Democratic Belief” to obtain their democratic
beliefs. The scale is composed of 34 items and three
factors named freedom, equiality and justice. Cronbach
alpha measures of the subscales are in the range of .63
to 66. Dealing with the teacher- student relations in a
classroom setting, Drugli and Hjemdal (2013) developed
a scale called “Factor Structure of Student-Teacher
Relationship Scale”, vyielding three subscales as
closeness, conflict and dependency. The scolars, Readdy
et al. (2013) developed a scale of classroom strategies
consisting of four subscales names as student focused
on learning and engagement, instructional delivery,
promoting student thinking, and academic performance
feedback. Reliability of the scale is reported to be 0.92.
On the other hand, Kan (2013) conducted a study at a
secondary school and developed “Scale of Equal
Behavior in A Class’.

The study found four subscales as emphasizing equity
in a class, equity toward individual differences,
establishing self confidence, objective behavior. The
measure’s Cronbach alpha coefficient was found to be
0.94. In another on teachers’ democratic behavior,
Gozutok (1995) adapted the scale into Turkish developed
by Schwarts (1992). It was found out that the measure of
Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.87. The scale
administered to the students using 5- point Likert type
grading is composed of 50 items. Similarly, Korkmaz and
Gumuseli (2013) developed “Scale of Medium of
Democratic Education” for primary, secondary and high
school teachers. The scale is composed of 75 items and
three subscales labelled as decision-making, curriculum
instruction and teacher-relations. The measure of the
scales’ Cronbach alpha coefficient was found to be 0.94.
Dealing with democratic values, Cermik (2013) developed
“Scale of Democratic Values” composed of 17 items and
four subscales as checking right for instances, respect to
differences, justice and equity. The scale was
administered to pre service teachers, yielded the measure
of Cronbach alpha coefficient as 0.84. Kiroglu et al.
(2012) developed a scale of “in class tolerance” that was
administered to instructors at a university. The scale was
composed of 13 items and three subscales, the measure
of Coronbach alpha was found to be 0.74. Yesil (2010)
developed a scale named “Determination of a Democratic
Teacher Behavior” which was administered to secondary
school teachers. The scale is composed of one subscale
and 69 items, the measure of Coronbach’s alpha was

found to be .98.

Apart from the scale development studies, there have
been some other studies regarding democratic teacher
and their behavior. Studies were conducted in the form
of surveys, open ended questions as well as the studies
where the scales are utilized (Bayindir et al.,, 2010;
Cavkaytar, 2013; Dindar, 2013; Geng, 2006; Gomleksiz
ve Cetintag, 2011; Gilven, Kaya and Aslan, 2014;
Kayabasi, 2011; Karatekin et al., 2013; Topkaya and
Yavuz, 2011; Yigit and Colak, 2011).

To the best of the study knowledge, there have been
succinct studies dealing with democrat teachers in a
classroom setting. The purpose of this study is to develop
a valid and reliable scale that could be used to measure
“Democrat Teacher Behavior” (DTB). The study aim to
contribute to student centered evaluations of teachers
and facilitate democratic practice of instruction by
empowering teachers. Additionally, it will contribute to the
understanding of teacher profiles in relation to democratic
behavior in Turkey.

METHODOLOGY
Participants

The present study was administered to a total of 500 students from
two different state schools selected by random sampling method,
located in Bolu, in Turkey, in the fall semester of the 2014 TO 2015
academic year. 400 students formed the first test group. Exploratory
factor Analysis (EFA) was performed on scale items based on the
students’ answers. In order to verify structure validity of the 20-item
scale, the scale items were given to another group of students
consisting of 100 high school students for the second test group.
Confirmatory factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted on the scale
administered. A total of 18,675 students attended high schools in
Bolu during the 2014 to 2015 academic year (8,816 female, 9,859
male) www.meb.gov.tr. Regarding the number of participants that
should be included in factor analysis studies, Yazicioglu and
Erdogan (2004) states that when the sampling ratio of the
population is about 10.000 to 25.000, and that it is in the range of
sampling error of 0.05, 270 to 280 participants could be acceptable.
On the basis of meeting the citeria, it can be acceptable to recruit a
total of 500 students, which make up the sampling of this study.
The distribution of students both in the first test and the second test
application of the scale are shown in Table 1. As seen in Table 1,
there were 87 girls (36.4%) and 61 boys (38.4%) in the first school,
71 girls (29,7%) and 46 boys (28,9%) in the second school, and 81
girls (33,9%) and 52 boys (32,7%) in the third school. CFA was
conducted in the fourth school for which 41 girls (41%) and 59
males (59%) participated.

Developing items of the scale

Initially, literature in this field was reviewed to form the items that
would take place in the scale. Based on the review, democratic
teacher behavior was summarized under the headings of
democratic school, democratic class setting and dimensions
(Dewey, 1970/2010a; Hostetler, 2012; Kubow and Kiney, 2000;
Print et al., 2002), democratic belief and democratic attitude
(Korkmaz and Gumuseli, 2013; Selvi, 2006; Subba, 2014; Yesil,
2010). While writing the items of the scale, key concepts related to
democratic teacher behavior were verbalized. Furthermore, 28 high
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First test group

Second test group

I. School 1.School l1l.School Total IV. School
Female 87 71 81 239 41
Gender 36.4% 29.7% 33.9% 100.0% 41%
Males 61 46 52 159 59
38.4% 28.9% 32.7% 100.0% 59%
Total 148 117 135 400 100
37.0% 29.3% 33.8% 100.0% 100%

school students, representing the group for scale application, were
requested to answer an open ended question “how should a
democratic teacher treat the class?” The answers obtained from
those students gave insights on developing the items of the scale.
The students’ answers were combined with the data in literature,
and a pool of items was established, consisting of 40 items. In order
to obtain the content validity and face validity, five experts’ opinions
at the university level were obtained: one from the field of
democracy and human rights, three experts from program
development and another expert in the field of program evaluation.
On evaluating the feedback provided by the experts, the scale that
initially was composed of 40 items was reduced to 30 items, and
the final form of the scale was obtained for the test application. For
the items in the scale, a 4-point Likert-type scale was used: None
of them behaves so (1), Some of them behave so (2), Most of them
behave so (3), All of them behave so (4).

Exploratory factor analysis and findings

Factor analysis is a statistical analysis method to summarize data
so that patterns and relationships can be interpreted. This method
is used to regroup variables into limited set of clusters based on
shared variance. Thus, it helps to isolate constructs and concepts.
Factor analysis utilizes mathematical procedures in simplifying
interrelated measures to enhance patterns in a set of variables
(Bartholomew et al.,, 2011; Child, 2006). There are different
opinions regarding the number of the participants that should be
included in factor analysis studies. Comrey and Lee (1992) suggest
that 100 participants is an insufficient number, 200 is mediocre, 300
is good, 500 is very good, and 1000 is perfect (Akbulut, 2010). On
the other hand, Kline (1994) argues that 200 is generally
satisfactory to obtain reliable results from the factor analysis, but in
cases where the factor structure is clear and small, this can be
reduced to 100; however, working with large samples is more
appropriate. In estimates of appropriate sample sizes for use in
factor analysis, meeting at least two of the criteria available in the
literature is recommended (Cokluk et al., 2012).

Cattell (1978) suggests in his factor analysis studies that the
participants as many as 3 to 6 folds of the number of items in the
scale should be included in the study group, and characterizes that
200 participants is acceptable for factor analysis. Hair et al. (1979)
find it sufficient that the participants as many as 20 folds of the
number of items in the scale are included in the study group. In the
present study, 400 participants for the first study group were
recruited for the EFA. According to criteria given earlier, it can be
stated that the number of partcipants in this study is sufficient for
factor analysis. Another operation that needs to be performed for
the same purpose is the examination of the Kaiser- Meyer- Olkin
(KMO) value as well as Barlett’s test. The data are deemed suitable
for factor analysis when KMO values are above 0.60., and when
Barlett’s test is statistically significant (Buyukozturk, 2013). A factor

Table 2. KMO and Bartlett Test

KMO 0.88
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 2443.631
Df 435
Sig. 0.000

load value of 0.45 or higher -an important value in factor analysis- is
acceptable value for the selection. However, this value could be
decreased until the level of 0.30 in application for low number of
items (Blyukoéztirk, 2013).

In the present study, as a result of the first analysis based on
EFA, the items whose factor load values were over 0.40 were
included in the scale. In addition, the items whose values were
close to one another in two factors were excluded from the scale.
Therefore, 20 items remained in the scale. The 20 scale items were
included in factor analysis again by using varimax changing
technique, which is a vertical changing technique. Varimax and
Quartimax, which are vertical changing techniques, are used in
social sciences in scale development generally (Blylikoztirk,
2013).

As shown in Table 2, the KMO value is 0.88. This value is quite
higher than 0.60 limit value which is found appropriate for the KMO
value. This indicates that the research data are appropriate for
factor analysis. According to Bartlett test result, p= 0.000<0.05. This
value is a significant value for 0.05 of significance level.

Determination of the themes in the scale

According to the result of EFA test conducted based on KMO and
Barlett test, a 20-item structure was obtained along with three
factors. By examining the contents of these items and by
considering the literature on democratic teacher behavior, factor
names were decided. The factor loads and factor common
variances of the items that were obtained in the fundamental
components analysis are shown in Table 3 and Figure 1.

As seen in Table 3, the scale about the 20 questions is made of
three factors. There are 10 items in the sub factor, 6 items in the
second sub factor, and 4 items in the third sub factor. The factor
loads of the items in the participation sub factor are between 0.43
and 0.70. Factor common variance varies between 0.23 to 0.55.
The factor load values of the items in the program factor are
between 0.42 to 0.72. Factor common variance changes
between0.43 to 0.56. The first of the three factors in the scale
explains 21.45% of the total variance about the scale, and the
second factor explains 13.06% and the third factor explains 12.33%.
The total variance explained by the three factors is 46.85%. The
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Table 3. Factor analysis results of democratic teacher behavior scale (DTBS).

Items Factor common Factor
Participation variance load
They consider the needs of the students when planning their lessons 0.55 0.69
They direct them to be tolerant to different opinions in their classes 0.55 0.70
They determine class rules together with their students 0.33 0.53
They give an opportunity to their students in their classes to express themselves clearly 0.23 0.43
They are open to criticism about themselves and their classes 0.53 0.56
They care for us to make critical and logical comments in their classes 0.50 0.43
They care that we study in collaboration when studying class subjects. 0.41 0.45
They give the right to defend themselves to the students who violate class rules 0.28 0.47
They are careful to give equal right to speak in class to everyone 0.48 0.49
They give an opportunity to recognize different sides of ours by inner class activities. 0.36 0.52
Curriculum

They treat students better or worse according to success level of the students 0.54 0.72
They are more understanding towards students they have sympathy with 0.52 0.68
They divide students into groups according to their success levels 0.48 0.65
They ignore mistakes of successful students 0.58 0.61
They are prodigious in many matters against students 0.51 0.59
They discriminate against girls and boys as teaching a lesson 0.55 0.42
Relations

They are respectful to our ethnic culture 0.56 0.71
When we act in class reflecting our believes, they don’t offend us 0.50 0.65
They are objective when they grade students who have unfavorable behavior in class. 0.43 0.63
They are respectful about matters that we are personally sensitive to 0.50 0.58

common variances of the three factors defined about the items
change between 0.23 to 0.58.

Confirmatory factor analysis and findings

CFA was applied to asses whether the second group’s data would
justify the EFA results obtained from 20 items and three factors. It
was observed that the conformity indexes of the scale reached the
acceptable values when the first and ninth item in the participation
factor and the second item in the program factor were excluded.
The road scheme shows the loads of each item in the three factors
by the standardized solution. There are eight items in the
participation factor, and item load values change between 0.36 to
0.72, and there are five items in the program factor and their item
load values change between 0.51 to 0.64, and in the relationships
factor there are four items the load values of which change between
0.57 to 0.77. In addition, it is observed that t values of the items
change between 3.52 to 6.90. t values greater than 2.56 show that t
values are significant at the level of 0.01 level (J6reskog and
Sorbom, 1996). In CFA, testing of a hypothesis or theory is
performed to asses the relationship between the variables
(Buyukoztirk, 2013).

Fit indexes of the model obtained were examined in CFA
performed, and it was observed that DTBS’s fit index values were
as follows: x2/sd =1.137, GFI= 0.86, CFI= 0.98, RMSEA= 0.044,
p=0.08, AGFI=0.81, NFI=0.91, NNFI=98, IFI=0.98, PNFI=0.79 and

PGFI= 0.65, RMR=0.06. As shown in Table 4, CFA results range
from perfect fit to acceptable fit. Table 4 demonstrates the
acceptable and perfect fit values, which were examined in order to
test the adequacy of the model; also shown are the fit index values
obtained from the CFA, as well as the relevant results. The criteria
used for acceptable and perfect fit indicate that the model with three
factors obtained from the CFA fits (as shown in Table 4). (Byrne,
2001; Hooper, Coughlan and Mullen, 2008; Kline, 2011;
Schermelleh-Engel and Moosbrugger, 2003; Stmer, 2000). Table 5
shows that the correlation values between the factors change
between -0.450 to 0.757. Pearson Correlation coefficient (r)
between 0.00 to 0.25, there is a very weak relationship between the
factors, a weak relationship between 0.26 to 0.49, moderate
relationship between 0.50 to 0.69, a high relationship between 0.70
to 0.80, and a very high level of relationship between 0.90 to 1.00
(Kalayci, 2005). There is moderate relationship between the factors
according to this table.

Reliability of the measurement instrument

Another characteristic that needs to be present in a measurement
tool is the reliability coefficient showing the consistency of the
measurement tool. Crombah alpha reliability coefficient of 20 items
was as a result of the second application being 0.85 in the
participation factor, 0.78 in the program factor, and 0.85 in the
relationships factor and 0.68 in total. On the basis of the
resultsrevealed, it can be stated that the scale is reliable.



0.51 "1 NY0

0.56% W

0.66% W \
0.50% 1 \ﬂ,
0.48% B -—
. ‘/«
. W ’$;
.56% T
-
e %
0.65% M 7:"5‘
0.60% 8

sl w6 |
A N 7:
0.7 8 /
Tl D

:*? L]

-
=

Figure 1. Confirmatory factor analysis results for DTBS
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Table 4. Confirmatory indexes and confirmatory criteria obtained from confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

Fit indexes Perfect fit Acceptable fit Obtained index Result

x2/sd 0<x2/sd<2 2<x2/sd<3 1.37 Perfect fit
GFI 0.95 < GFI<1.00 0.90 =< GFI <95 0.86 Acceptable fit
AGFI 0.90 <AGFI=1.00 0.85 < AGFIl =.90 0.81 Acceptable fit
CFI 0.95<CFI<1.00 0.90<CFl<.95 0.98 Perfect fit
NFI 0.95<NFI<1.00 0.90 =NFl <.95 0.91 Acceptable fit
NNFI 0.95 <NNFI<1.00 0.90 < NNFI <.95 0.98 Perfect fit

IFI 0.95<IFI=1.00 0.90 <IFl=.95 0.98 Perfect fit
RMSEA 0.00 < RMSEA < .05 0.05 <RMSEA <.08 0.044 Perfect fit
PNFI 0.95 < PNFI < 1.00 0.50 < PNFI = .95 0.79 Acceptable fit
PGFI 0.95 <PGFI<1.00 0.50 < PGFIl = .95 0.65 Acceptable fit

265
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Table 5. Mean, standard deviation and correlation values of the subscales.

Sub factors Participation Curriculum Relations
Participation 1.00 - 577 0.757*
Curriculum 0.577** 1.00 0.450**
Relations 0.757** 0.450** 1.00
M 23.87 12,48 10,76
SD. 6.47 4,12 3,17

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 N=100.

RESULTS

This study aimed to develop a scale to measure
democratic behavior levels of high school teachers. EFA
and CFA were conducted to measure the construct
validity of the scale. CFA yielded a construct that is
consisted of 17 items and three factors that explained 46,
85% of the total variance. These factors were named as
“participation”, “curriculum” and “relations”. Fit indexes of
the model obtained were examined in CFA performed,
and it was observed that DTBS’s fit index values were as
follows: CIMIN/DF, 1.147, GFI; 0.87, CFI; 0.97, RMSEA;
0.039’. Crombah Alpha coefficient of the scale with its
final form was 0.85 in the participation factor, 0.78 in the
program factor 0.85 in the relationship factor and 0.68 as
a total.

These results are in the range of 0.60 to 0.80, which is
aligned with Alpar’s (2001) statement of quite reliable. On
the basis of the results, it can be stated that quartet likert
type scale that was developed has the validity and
reliability to measure democratic behavior of teachers
serving in high schools in Turkey.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study aimed to develop a scale to measure teacher
behavior in relation to their being democratic. Teachers
who have not adapted democratic behavior style cannot
be expected to raise democratic students. A number of
reserachers emphasized that teacher behavior has an
important impact on students (Jeans, 1995; Wenglinsky,
2000) yet, no studies were found scrutinizing democratic
behavior of teachers based on student evaluations.
Aydogan and Kukul (2003) argued that elementary and
secondary school teachers referred to students’ opinions
at an “intermediary” level in the selection of lessons
taught in the classroom and target, content, method and
tools of other activities. They remarked that elementary
school teachers were more democratic for considering
the opinions and suggestions of the students who were
minority in the classroom in terms of thought.

Duman and Kog (2004) pointed out that the democratic
behavior was quite moderate or in poor level. Angell
(1998) stated that the students’ understanding of
expressed opinion about the democratic teacher behavior

reflected the key entities such as information sharing,
respect, creating opportunity for the development of
skills, empathy, and being equal and fair. Pohan (2003) in
a similar study, asserted that characteristics such as
making a decision based on participation, liberal
approach, and sensitivity to sociological phenomena are
the attributes of a democratic teacher. Pryor and Pryor
(2005) concluded in their research that acceptance of
differences, creation of safety feeling, honesty, ethic
norms, and equal and fair act were the foundation of
democratic teacher behavior. Saracoglu et al. (2004)
emphasized that although the instructors agreed on
democracy principles, they were not able to reflect these
principles in class, which indicates that further studies of
democratic teacher behavior is called for.

In the present study, democratic behaviors of teachers
based on student perception were questioned and it is
thought that the study will contribute to the field as
teachers should adopt democratic behavior in the context
of education and pursue the attitude for the future
generations. Furthermore, evaluation of teacher behavior
by students seems to be worthwhile as a part of its
democratic nature inherent within itself. Additionally,
secondary school teachers’ employing democratic
behavior in Turkish context will add to the growing body
of literature and shed light on developing better democrat
behavior of teachers in diverse societies.

As it is the case in many studies, this study had some
limitations. Because the scale was conducted with the
students in four secondary schools in a city of Turkey, it
may not be generalized to all cities in the country.
Therefore, further studies with greater number of sample
including several other regions and cities in the country
are suggested so as to increase the scale’s external
validity.
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